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The Prug Education Controversy: Attitudes of Educators and ﬂ_iperts
I
.¢° 1s a Teport of LY Flor&ds Educational l!osoarch and Dovelopuent il

spousored ,muly of tescher, sdninistrstor, mi guidsuce coonselor stti-

fivas i

,_ “tides toward: drug education. The study also Investigates the opinions of

- o - drug” edication exports and compares them with the spinions of ‘these edu- f
S cators. The study shows that teacher opinions vary widely and that opinions,

- et

 can affect not only a teacher's deliveiy of a drug education progru bt .,
i

its. results as well. ) - " . !

What 1s your opinion on how drug education prograss should be con-
ducted? Do you sgree or diss;reo with the opinions stoted" The authors =~

a— i

ot' this lullotin offer_you an opportunity to ‘compare your answers vith

thoso pooplo surveyed This report could be the basis for discussion

A

T among thoso people responsible for plarmio; and i-plmntin; drug sduca-

1 - T Pt s
T portant current topic in a resdably manner. : *

On behalf of FERDC 1 congratuiate the authors for prtseni}iﬁ' an I8 -

o - ’ - —
F i - : ¥, F, Breivogel

ERIC

~tion progrus in a school district. T oI

. «  Guest Editor I
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oo : " The Drug Educatfon Controversy: ' . - R
. 3 L e S
a\ttitu;iee of Educators and Experts "-

(I P T - ] e

f . -..
'-:;_ ‘_ - ‘l’here i.e eoee irony in the fact thet deepi.te nasaive criticisus of Anericen

L achoeling thete resains 8 pereietent belief that no problem i.e s0.big that

* e et - y

o educati.en cu’t lolu it. The nati.enal clll for drug educettoq, 108 case in

yoint. a 1975 report to the President of the Uinited Statu euted that ;overg— _,_' t

’ nent eﬂoru to reduce the supply of illicit &ruge, i.wri.eon dru; trafﬁckere(;_‘_____'__-

end rehahi.li.tete drug usdlis vere ‘not nkely_to signi.fi.nntly reterd drug use, L v
Sha "Ul.tiutelr. "the rcportﬂpeoncluded, the drug probles can only be contei.ned _: . .,
ST - P
S thmgh effecti.u drug education and preunti.on effolrl:e."i .. o "

1
] o
o Hhet is effaeti.ve" drug education? ‘l'hi.s report. deele with thie queeti.on}

- e

e =

‘An s uni.quc vay. Its euthe:r surveyed a sasple of Ploridﬁ educators end i
- el i
uked their opi.nione on e;lm:eti.on. schiool policies EOr drug offemre !

- I
7

- #
:_ iL ceueee of drug abyse. The same Efjeti_gg;_mre asked of drug edueeti[;

expen‘e “throughout thef{;ﬁimtry. e - ) - .

A revi.ev of the dru; education literatyre and an enelyu.a of experte ;
_ - - RS
i ttspon_m to our eurvey lllw us to set out some guldelines for effective 1
--_- . - _ /c -

T dru; edueetfon. ,Ilowever, there is more to drug educeti.on then s eet of ' .
j— - e ! o

-A_:"_,_. ;ui.delhu ’Our eunrey mames that the opinione of teachere, edni.ni.e-

"

" T tretsye end gui.dence cmeelora difter earkedly fron the opinions of drug
e

l&ucltien experte. The attitudes of educators are likely to be an inportant

o ; ) LA ]

} - . ; )
R . \ i
) - ~ - 4 > - o7
o . * It s )
S -LI.'he Domsstic Council Drug Abuse Task Porce, White Peper on Drug Abuse ) a
o (Washington, D, C.: U. S, Government Printing Oftice, Sept. 1975), p. 65. :
- LS -’ ) ~ -’e‘
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source of resistance to effective dtjug education, at least as it ;s defined

. by experl:s. An analysis of educato_r o't:inion shows how drug educlgor‘s

, ;.‘g atti:udes are {ntricately connected with 2 teachet's uorld view. He‘cgﬁ“clude,
St :' therefore, that luch actitudes nr!.ll not be easily changed. ‘l‘he significance_ j

2L of this feeling is discnued in the last'uction of this reporé

Y T

Attitudes exist nor only in the &ontext of an individual‘s penonality, oT

bul: 1n a social context as well. Fcr this reason it is necesury to briefly

re\riev the origins of the dmg educstion controversy Readers faniliar wil:h

- -

"~ the history of drug-education ®ay wish to skip this secl:ion and/love on to

'\-_ the discussion of research findings. that besins on page g,

_.,.. A leaal:e of Iggonnce, Fear end Political Controversz ’ o -
Il: 1s a spd fact that drug sbuse vas lergely 1gnor¢d until 1t lpilled e

- ; f —_ - g
= fm_poyet_'ty areas into the middle class in tbe_llte _1_960‘3. ) Its spresd along

A il&dle class youth was drmtiéf_iii:ing parents and :educai:orc by suprise.

. [P . - -

- . In fact. many refused to acknwledge the existence of a drug problal despite

s " clear signs of its presence. bne hish school principal for _exampls, Aarmounced

to local neﬂspapcrs that_ there was no drug use 1n his high 2chool. ) ch to-

';;_'.. - his enbarn&mnt, the next day police diacovered a nid-norning pot plrl:y L B

,-_:-' , behind hls school's cafeteris.. The situstion was ude vorse uhen--ir vad

had e T -

discqursd that tuo of the young people arrested were the priucipal s ovi-

:;_f_‘- -- ---children. ‘l‘he emple 1e extrsme, but it serves to remind us of the~ luivete .

of pamnts lnd oducatou during thig period. - : R j':

;:: " Drug abuse reached epidenic proportions quickly and educll:on vere cllled

. upon to build drag educa':!o-n )wrograu aluoct mmieht. Widespresd drug shusa

vas a nw phenomenon, howevar, and no one wis sure how to- procesd. The only
f- < et
B n!e\aﬂt enperieuce ves in the sres of slcohol and tobacco .buse educal:ion
ﬁr ; and there was little reseesrch to 1ndicate that theu efforta hed bean effective. :
. 2
Q .

RIC™ . L § -
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Teachers kneu almost norhing about what drugs uere. what they were ralled

uhat they lookad like, ﬂhere they ere avaﬂable, what they dld to the

body-or uby lnd«lvlduals used theu. When they turned to experts for hc. /

the_y were surprised to find little agreenent on the answers to these ques-
. L . B
Cefons. . . T , L., s

./ -

The problem of ignorance was compounded by the problem of fear. Prug
abuse was havlng grave soclal, psyohologlcal and phys.iologlcal effects on

the young. Soue chlldren Were. dying, Parents and eéucators shared thi

F fear that perhaps their children uould be caught in rhe tar pit of drug

___- _addlctlon Conservatl.ve esrlratgs dra\m from the Narional Center for Health

- rose from 5.138 in 1963 to 9, 920 in 1971.1 Tue hlglf schools _ran dryg cons

.statistics and State Health partments indlcated “that drug related deaths

7 -

sumptlon studles among their students in 1966 acd 1967 They' found that

- -

— expeclmentatldn ‘with marl.juana.,grcw from 207 to over 502 of thelr students o R

1.n ju} a year stlme.2 . ’ . -

‘l'be problems surroundlng drug abuse uere further clouded by‘ polltlral

con_troversy. Drug uge vas 3 part of the onti-establlshmt u:ood of the 1960'

o

" and early 70's and thls mood spread with drug use intn the “youth cultme
‘he nusic of the day screamed "everybody nust get stoned" and ~some youn;p.en-

) ple came'to gae .the use of druss as a polltlcal statenent. Some radirals

sugsested that the young "llght up and light out""for the coml.ng revolution-
Hlppie grcups advlsed droppl.ng aefd" (I.SD) aml "drop?lng out" nf society. ,
Educators. a gonerally congervative group, vleucd surh messages with ldeo-
logleal alara, Drug use was seen by them not only as a threat to health-but
to the structures of school and society as well. - |
- O - ) - . R
1'lvu‘llllnn Barton, "DrPs-Related tortality in the United "itr/a. 1963-71,"
"Drug Forum, Vol. &4 (1), 1974. p. 83, :

\ b - . .
zﬂonnld Lourla. The Drug Scene (New York: Bantan focks, 1970).
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-0 It is i.lpor‘tant to ramember that lany drug education prosrans and ‘achool
Y ! i i
polieies cmring drug use we ] fashioned in the heat of fear, i.gnoranee and

.

’ poli.tital tumil. Some ptosra‘hs and pbli.ci.es still bear the stalp of these

_ L forggs.» Mich has transpired since the eatly daye of, drug edueatimh howe\rer,

:{; i i . A -t 1 R ‘ -

> ~and we can nou-look back to see how far ve have come, Y . S
’ . N l ) . . ; L B -
. Ear lz Ert.ors i.n Drug Bdueatwn oo v

i : T Tl
Eatly attenpts at drug aducation \rere si.-pli.sti.c. Lacking I:nouledge -, *'*‘"'

T

- Zapem -
" -

. i _
S " and’ useful gui.dente from experts, edutatots tended to view drug abuse as an

infomti.onal problea. 1 studmts were givan the facts about dmge. e - T

uas aisulnd they would not fool with then. In retrospect, it seems as i.f e K

t
i . ‘/ -
should have known. better. Mults .\:ould hwe exanlned thelr own behavlor. " :

a_fte‘r all, many adults cmoke huvi.ly even though science hae confirwed that

such a"l-le'bit,can' ki1l them. Others gorge theaselves uith fattening foods ow

f ’ l:ncming full well the dangers of ovemisht. Perhepe we ehauld havé, l:no\m

- that a quitl: infueion of infomticm uas not_golng to be eneu}h to solve the
- ’ -t S h

prablen ff epldes:i.c drug abuse. .\ second fleu ia ;bg i.;fomtional approach

_"__,,_.--v'-—F’_

te dzug educati.oa was i.te assmption that edueators, or at leasst experts.

L ’ l:new what "the faets" vere enncern)lns drugs and drug abuse. That.uss not - T

II -
the ta_ee. Ileppi.ly. such has been learned since that time but there is seill

- great dééi- to be diacovered. 7 - . -

e
Hatters uvere ude worse because. students frequently elaiﬁed to know

v

) nore sbout druse than thelr t,eeu.here and tool: pride in corfecting adult

- errore. Frequently. student lnfomtion uas ertonemls or distorted by

& ‘-_: the nythologiee of/l-pe drug culture,, but teachers knew 1lctle about

7 o oo S~
1Se 11 C, Wallace, Bducatlon and The Drug Scene (Lineoln, Nebrasks: - -
. Profaui.one!. Educatore Publicatlons. Ine., 197&) pp+ BI-108.




- 2 the area and were not able to spor :hegg miscakes ot prove cthem ‘(al.se. Many
A :e.che.l:s vere insecure in dl:ug educscion classes. Unfg(::una:ely, some ::led

o hide :hei: i.gno:ance and i.nucul:i.l:,- behind a s:eel wall o£ convicl:i.on. -

" Scate tacrics i.n drug educal:i.on bacane a face-*savi.ng device for teachers who ’

-2 - wele mﬂllng o adeic l:hey didn'c know mch aboutr drugs. Convinced that dmgs

" were ceccibly dangetous, some teachers atl:en_pted to fl:i.ghtan students away from

.

T+ “chefc use by sharing ecconeous inforla"f‘lon. o __ -

. The co.bi.ned pressutes of fear, _!.gno:ance and p::glril:ics made it d!ffi.cull:

S for l:eachel:s to keep thelc bearings and to view drug educatrion lssues wich an

.

':-:'___- open mind. Sm could see no distinccion berween "sofrc dl:ugs, such’ as mri- -

. R

p—— s

".“_ uﬁig_fpmd -teacher ul.llng het class chat beer dl:i.nki.ng was the fi.l:sl: sl:ep &

LY

- dovn a shote :oad to heroin addi.cl:icm.

" Today's drug educarion literarure: watns agafnst such exaggerared _claima.

I.: poih:s out Ehat if students discover char :eachel:s_ miscepresent che Faccs

in one atea, chey may conclude char educators are werong in orther aceas ag _uell_-.

.- . - o - - B N

'-A niss:a:enen: about mari.juénn. for _example, may 'lead students to di.sl:ega:d a

pel:fecl:ly val.i.d uarni.ng {ou: the “dangers of amphetamlne uge. This uas a
_‘__' /1
= difflcult ussage to ger accoss In the eal:ly days of drug educacion. 601111_3

* 5-"' uachel:s listened to the assercion rhar martjuan_;a smoking was not causél 1y

N :_eial:e.i-l:o hertoin addiccion and conclinded chat sogeone was condoriing‘l:he

-;-—- ““use of both drugs. Such atritudes have not disappeated, though Chey ate less

- - pEevalent’ today. _
- . Scare tacrics were not reatcticted Lo cur;iculun,aaue:s; Hany schools’
hoped thar ha'l:sh penalries for drug possession l_u_loul.d effoccively discoutage

dl:-us use, There is not much evidence to supporc this agsection. “Yer hars_h

. R -

penalcies (_!_ld_sel:ve to tid schools of pl:oble_a student:. Unfortunately, such )

L]

-




poli'cilcg'qid not rid. studcnt.l of'theixr dfug problems and in many instances-

-encouraged students td hide such problems from their teacha‘!rsm Such penalties _

were harsh and- perha_ps even .comter-produc‘tive. but it muse be remembered that . -
__.-in the lare '60's schools were 111 ptepartd to handle the problems of drug o

abuse and there were fev local agencies prepared to assist achool cfficials. .

llappily. that situationt hns changed &tamticany. Today nsny-agen:?i_cé dtand

ready to counsel d!ug abuscrs and advise school systems {and fnmilieskon

oy !

- drug ulated mtters.

g &Hgg and Decisim-ﬂaklng S . -

There 1s little educators can do to reduce the supply of drugs available

—p—i 4

Y

_to students. Therefore, in recent years drug education hps u_rorl:.ed to lessen
the demand for drugs ratlur than_ thej.t suppl¥.  How can this be done? While
lnrghing for answers to that qucstion. drug educators had to confrout some

basic facts, ‘l'hey came to realize that deug abuse begins with a conscious

.

S dccision to experiment with drugs. Suth dccisim are ofr en sade by !matuu
youngsfers acting on 1nluff1ci¢nt 1n£omati.on under che strain of peer group ...

N '\ prunure. C;nfronted with these facts, drug educators came to see that their

¥, 'task was tic help young people make rational decfaicns under adverse circum-

w stancal. ‘l'his was difficult to do.

- 1t i3 relative%ﬁcasy to provide drug information. 1t 1p relatively easy .

. =—to tell students wiu.t .tﬁeir drug use decisions should be. It 13 diEficult, '
= .

; ,hmver. to avoid naklng such lgssons preachy" and abstract._ 1F drug educa- -
- _ ‘l’i f -7 .
tioﬂ is a!mu,t dccision-ualdng. educal?ors must aslt _what. opportunitul schools

-y
oot providl st ents for ulting decigions, Certainly students choose to follov school

—_——,

. -rulu ot to breal: them, but this involves conformity and not decicion-ul:ing. .o

In.'s perverse uly.; the leslim of biind conformity can encourage drug use. A

. R -

. - o1
) student trained to conforwm to the immediate pressures of the school will Eind 5
" - N o -
: . N
] s " ' 6
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-

il

it easy to confom to the immediate prassures of the peer group. When friends

-

are encouuging a student £O use dm_gs. the decision to abstain is an act of

:

m-coufomil:z. I{owever. few schools cheoose to educate youngsters in the sld.lls

-

of- iatel ligen t non—confomi. ty.

ari.-enl:i. th Drug Education

Because school systems did not have a clear notion of what direccion drug

education should cake, early programs were by definicion explerimeﬁl:al._

o

Educators

B ) - - i M L]
. sieply d1d not know what would work. Unfortunately, few early drup education .

- l

ﬁrogrqn__s-\rere_ undertaken in the spiric of scientific gxperimenl:ation.
. . - s

School

systens mrj not mo;iesl: enough to admic thoy aidn't know what they were doing.

/
‘l'be publi.c pressure was intense and schools did not want to advertise that

.they were expermenl:ing. To pul: it bluntly, teachers could not be sure that

their drug educal:i.on efforts would decrease drug use. It was possible that

M B 2 -
their programs would have no effect, or worse, they might subtly encourage

I

drug experiment&ion among s:udem:s.l /“r : <

-

l.l'nderstand..bly. perhaps. educators were umfill.{ng to admit such grfa pos~

" sibilicies to l:he public or to themsclves. lnsl:ead they proceeded without

the controlled conditions necessary for experimentation, without devices to

Il

uuure prosram effects and without a comi.tment to. disccwery. The assmption

was that any action wus berl:er than i.nacti.vi.l:y and that drug abuse was 50 ser-

e T

o '

: ious a problem thab wn could not afford to bog down our drug educal:i.on effores

with the extra baggage of gelentific experinentation. To take Just one example,

. the Stal:e of New Jersey get up 2 crash ‘program in drug educption after only a

few months planning. Every junior rand sénior public high school teagher was

. /

- ~

lsee 3111 C. Wallace, Education and The Drug Scene {Lincoln, Nebraska:

fessional Educators Bablications, Ince, 1974}, p. B5.

s

.
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N s!l.'ven dru; education training and all public junior and senior high school
’ Atudents were required to attend drug education classes. All of this was
/ accompli.shed in one academic year. Unl’ortunal:ely. the experience did not
- brins new information to r.he drug educllation-fi;lé. No systematic effort was .
X nade to"l.discover the effects’ of the program on a state or local level; No
- .efforl: H;“S n;ade to systematically diversify approaépes in different areas so
that the :i{sull:s could be frlli.tfully com‘pared. Nev\JerseY's‘drl:I; education

program uas.‘-\randm_. utPlaaned, unmonftored and as far. as anyone could tell,

unproducti.ve.\‘. While n;ol: all education programs were as ambiticus or wide--

. A
# school districts across the_country.
. \ . -

. . . \ .
ranging as the\Neu Jerscy experiment, this ‘pattern has \been repeated in local

| * While the e)\i)erimnl:al -model does not typify the drgg education effort,

neither has it be;\q an unknowm entity. There 18 now a good deal of material
\

designe& to help school systems effecl:ivel.y evaluate thei\ drug education

b % el'l'orts g‘_reasing numbers of drug education programe arx carefully gatheri.ng

I
-

-"’"i"l'omal:ion about their results. These efforts will be inv lnaKle to the drug

education entgrprise. . } “

i . Research Findings

{ © The Focus of This Study

:
i

1 _*J Many drug education c¢ffores have been weokened because they paid exclu-
i

" sive attention to che attitudes and behaviors of students. While this ares

D s important. it is no more So than the atti.t'udes and behoviors of tvachers*

&+

i
L
i
1
|-
b
3

lone notable exanple from Florida is the Drug Educatipn Through the Rumanities -
L program in Sarasota County, Florida. Lt has not onlY produced 2 promisiog
) approach to drug education: it has develdoped 2 valuable model of evaluation,

Contact David Rot l.. project director; 2418 Hatton Street, Sarssota‘ Flor~
- ldn. 22477, L

L

:_\‘1-" - i - .
ERIC - e
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administering drug education progtams. It has been a professional assuaptions

-

that any qualif,led teacher can be trained to become a‘n effective drug. educator,
) A
Sueh an qssumption forgets that drug edutstion is eontroversisl and there is
- Y
i1l disagreement as to what approaeh is most effeetive . Thie study invest-

igatee teacher opinions sq,d aome of the most :.ontrovers'lal a}’ees of drug edu-

- H

eation. It will shou the teacher_ opinions vary widely.and }t will suggest

that opinions can affeet not only a teseher ] delivery of ja. drug edueatlon
P

program, but ics results q; well. . T

The study- also investigatg_s the opinions of drug edrrestion experts and
' tmpares them with the opinions of educators. The attitudes of experts_ vere
’ not unanimous but, as mlght be expected, they were not as wide ranging ee. .

£ thoee oi_educators. Not so exper:ted however, was the dramatic ditfereneee
¢ -

w

feuni between the attitudes of tcachers and the attitudes of experts. S ’
\ tho Participated in this Stuwdy? =~ - ° " . _
_ ‘Qte stucly lnvestigates the attttudes of 651 teachetp. adninietretora and
guidance eouneelors uorking. fn 16 rafldomly se.lecte£ junior high, sehools, ‘nid- '
'dle schools an__d _seni_or high sehools’in Florida. ‘The_sample is not repr.eeen- -

., fto the Florlda Educational Research andi_Development Council at the- time of the
T e s - ) ) ! AR

., study. Therefore., no large cities ‘the size of Hiamii or Jacksonville are repre-

L - . : - g
sen\ted in the study. n.r;t_nber of smaller cities are represented however.,

_ Lo b samp’le of drug education experts was drawm from lises supplied by the

United States Bepartmeht of ’Health Education and Welfare and sthé Florida o

De’ﬁarfment of Educetion. Our s le ineludes sollege professots worklng in

L

the drug edueatlon fie’ld, projecy directors of schgol drug edur:ation programsy .

1 - w v - Y

v drug edueational personnel workingg in drug rehabilitacion prggrnms and rStete .

Ly
i
i
¥

N

e e,

Depdtrtment of ;du‘r:ation personnel from around the couditry working An the area

- * -

i
t
_’ N . - - T .
J PR Y = po. H P | -

“*  tative of 311 Florida’s school districts but rather of the 35 counties belopging

N
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of drug education. Needless'to say, there i3 no agreement on what constitutes

an expert and we I}ave no aure way of judging ifian expert s skills are as,

L

which egplored the experience and drug-related education of respondents. The
reeults show that our experts have either a good deal of experience in drus

T_ ¢ gdutati.on. a good deal of education in the area, or both, Of course, this 1is
’ . )
soft evidence of experti.ee but it is «probably as sood as can be gathered

3

o throush se} f-adninistered questionnaires.

T!Lfs report has been developed in the hope that ft will be read, There~

Aot - - . . - ) "
. k3

g fore, weghave avoided reporeing intricate statistical analyses wherever &

possible.f' S ' . E R

o . Tt . ] - . »

s . . : v - .

SRR K '. ) Hajor Finding B

::_ - a . The fi.ncli.nge of this study are presented under- three headings' ' )
e ¢ R
e e 1. ,‘!The I!easons for .Drug-l.lse" -

: Y ol 2. Poifcies and Prescriptions'! . ] -

[ e

T ‘ .3 he Pomr of Punishment! * .

" I
Each section sumrizes responSes t6 qpesti.ons on specific copics and
]

N briefly discusses findings. Bar grafﬁs report the answers to each questi.on.
We have chosen bar graphs over tables because graphic representati.on gives

a someﬂhat betl;er sense of patterns of epizilon and the exte‘nt of di.rferences

existing batween the attitudes of experts and edq;atorsc Responses by

- ,' educm:ors are presented side by side with responses of experts. -
~ -2 - - T, ' - N L] :

[, Host questions were of a forced choice variety. That is, respondents_'
- L - "
vere given statements and agked to register their degree of agreement or
.. y 1B Vi

disagree-eu't- across a foure-point scale: Agree Stromgly, agree Son:euhat,

-
H . .
FoL A - .
L. & - . - o ’

lanyone wanting ‘further 1nfoma|:i.on about thi.s atudy i3 i.nvi.ted to confgct

] . .Rodman-B. Heb‘);, College of Education, l.lnivessit y -of -Florida. Gainesviile,

impreseive as his or her ti.tle. However, we did include a battery of questions'

- Florids 326].(1 : ez e e.,.a,nr




‘Disagree Souui'la;, Disagree Strongl¥. To facilitate easy comparizons we have R

iaciuded wich each graph a category labeled Total agreel;ent {in which we add

3

. B - '2"‘ : Y
those who "agree strongly" and “aggee somewhat™) and Total Disagreement (in
. ~ R - -

- . s, . -
vhich we add choge who "disagree strongly” and “digagree somewhat"). These

fo- ru.njbers‘ are bresen:ed to the gis-h; of each graph.
. Reasons for Drug Use - ) S

Why do s:ud‘lgi:s use drugs? The answers :eacheg bring to chis quescion
" are liken‘ to affect their p}"eéen:a:ion of drug edycarion materiali That, of
L il - - P

.. couree. 18 & hypothesis that cannot be proven by a study that -locks only at

.v.opinions. Yer it seems logical chac aﬁ educator who feels drug use as a result

. 4 . - . - E-

of permizsiveness on the part of parents or immoralit¥ on the part of &tudents
o - k]

" is likel¥ o see_the task 'of- dru; education quice différencly from soueon\e‘ who -

belgeves::.hg: student drug us; has something to do with the wa¥ schools are

-, s organized. . o L . -
-- I N - ’
T . Respendents were asked a series of questions regarding the Feasohs for

* - student drug use. The results sre shown in graphs 1 through 4.. Tt.can be

se‘.-_!en from these graphs that educators disagree with 'éxper:s on the probable

[} Al

+tauyses ofh&ri::s us Edycators are more likelY cthan exper:;a o see drug. use

- as @'result of parental permissiveness and ro define drug use 1s an immcrsl TR
- ) ‘t,:- — - N _ . 3 . . [ \ N ;
. ace. Experts are more likely co believe that students use drugs because of . .
- . ’ " . . . N -
. the pleasure they bring. Experts are also more llkelY to see the organization
V . .and policies of schools az conpribucing to drug use. Edudators strbogly ) L
: oppose such norions, - - . : Lo T T
- ™ > LA .
0“ - .‘ - » -
! - i * . .
_‘ i - :. , 1 [} . L] ‘
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. Agtee Diasgree Anave

Y

Educstors $9.3 39.% 1.3 _-
{M=£51) - - -

Exparty 0.7, 66T - Z:lﬁ
(Meils) 1 s

.

+39.5

T

; 3.5 Educstors "Expercs
— Agree ' Agree ’ Dsagrea Oisagree Y
.- Strenz_.ly Somevhat - Somavhat © " Strengly . -
Y -t azspowses o . L
’ T 9 - " . l\:
o Graph ! Drug use i3 just one of re unhappy regulka of R

many yezrs of pareatal p. imissiveneas, .
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_ Somevhat - Strongly.
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pares -

Somewhat
T amseowsts

l;',)" "
Dyug use ng’.inav; something to do with the way,
schools-are orgadized. If achools were ITeer,
_ sore plediant places to be In, drug problems
night diminish.,

L
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r . - Teken together, these results Sake it cleer that educators ond e)_:perte -

_i_ugree subotantiolly ou_the causes of drug uoel. It 18 not clear how these

.ffore?ceo would offect drug educetion programs but it would be h:rd to' o_tgue _
R tihat they would not have consequences, ” T - ' ) m-‘..--/‘!;;
::_;"_ 'Policieo and Preocriptions ) .'W"'_ ) ¢ I -

_f{ ) Wmt educators see as the ceuses of dru; ;huoe can be expected to influ- -,
- enee the polic:les and preocriptions they bring to bear on its prevention. We L

’hai-ﬁlready seen that educators and experts entertain quite different not:lons o
to ui'ly -otudeots uoe drugo. It should not surprise us, then, that they also

,"dlsagree as to what schools cdn and should do about student drua use. craphs-
) A * " I

L 5 throush:9 illustrate some of these differencese T .-

R o TP

o ) He hn\re Just seen that educatorg da not belie\re schools contribute to the

il

= ) couoes ‘of drug use. Significantly, we now find that large nuahers of suweEd

v
' educatorp lw}ieve achools cannot help (] 'g ugers., Forty-se\ren percent agree “ -

that once a student hesins td uge psychedelic drugs, there is little the school

ST - can do to straishten him out. Eighty~four perceat of experts dieosree with

f_“""—'""

- thio etete-er[t (oee graph 5}, - . - """f" - l“: )

- Foae S

- + We can/;’better understand the responle of experts on thig set of queotiono
if we dake a- brief refercnce to the drus education literature. ‘l‘he predouinent «_:'. -

s opinion in the most recent literature is that drug education teschers should o
- - m' 4 -
| establioh close relationships with otudents in order to facilitate a free o

- —————

et
t.., exchange of idus.l In such re_lationohi(o. there i3 a need for truet end

ugr

""‘ “ofcen s need to roopect oonfidentiolity. Therefore, experts are not Iyilling .

. ! - N ' " “-\.:,_ R ; -
" to set hard end falt rules guarsntesing th&t student drug u;ers be n_e_l;arcted -
v R o . . - -t -

LT - A A i

o o = . — - - Lo . ——

. IFor example, see Xents K. Wiggine, Beyond the Three R'e: Treining Teachers
R for Affective Educetion (Washington, D.C.: U. §. Covermment Printing -
SR ific&, 1975). DHEW Publicetion Nec..-{ADM) 75-233. e e -

! ™
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f.rén l:hei.r c'lumtcl. rcpori:ed to :lai.r parents or to tha law. These are

- ‘ e
denclte ulnel md. an can be iua fro- l:lu graphs i.n this secti.on, opiniél Lt

- /
’ difflr -onc,bol:h emrt- and educntou. jemrali.ntions sust be made with .

- caution, I is sife to asy, however, hf-‘experu support & flexibie and
client-clm:ered lpprouch when cmuna; cim;'uurs. Educators, Teel & l:ronger

" obligation l:o ather publics, specifically parenu. the police and the a;udeql: .

.

* : ) s.v'mt)—r-'ninc percent of educators belfave f1legal student drug use must -
‘ . he reported to tla llu. Seventy~two percent of ey«ﬂ:s disagree vith.the
inflexi.bin:y of such o poncy (see Craph 6). E{ghty-five percent of educa-
. tors beli.eve the fi.ru relponli.bili.:y of the achool sust be to slurq intor-
) '. llti.on lbout ltudenl: dm use vith o stud nt's pauntl. l?orty-thue pe e‘m:\ R
- of e:tplrtl dimree (See Grlph N Si./:ty—thru perceut of educal:ors bel!a\re ,,
" atudent drut uul:s aust be removed /troi the school. Seventy-ci.;ht plrccnt

~of e:tplrl:s di.u;ree (Soe Grlph 8)/ .' ' oo ) T

xr

II: vould ba unfu.r to 1n£er fro. .the responses to poncy mcl prelcri.pti.on

. a ol

- - quuti.onl that axperts IB?ﬁ‘lt the uholenle uithholding of dtu; use i.nfom-
o P

ti.on from pmntl. the/'éhool of the police. The atcitudes rocorded in our

mrvey problbly refl &t the baliaf thsi; an «lucuor'l actionl must conli.dlr

A B

o the but i.atmatl of the chi.ld. Under rexrtain conditions i.nfmi.ng the ponu
= 7 or pauntl m/lic Just whlt* i.l needed. _In other situations such reports covld
ului to tlu oblen rather tllln to ita aoluti.on. Ve should also point Jout thst

nny npc,rtl mpondi.ng to our qm-timliu work in #cater -other thcn Flori.da.

r

2 'rhay u‘; l:nou mthtns sbout rlori.ds 1av. - L .8
E A *

o quqmti.un luppncd by . ltudcnt to & teacher is not “prtvi.lcgcd som
D micltioo undar Floride lav, If & teacher 4s called upon to testify in

= court reurdi.n; i.nfomuon he or she received from a atudent, the teacher

- - . - -
- - -

S - .- “ . e . P S . o
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e

way nol: claim tl'l( nol-nnicat!.on wag “pti\{ileged" or “confidential," 1’ doctotl
¢

o Ay tcgctdins }\fomdon tecelved fto- patients, ot lawyers may e ctding )

"\
1nfomtion teceivcd Erom clients. The law is clear on this poi "However,

®

i

- F s

T tion to the po{.ice. Gene T. Sellers, Genel:al Counael Office, Flotida loatd

W :l.l: 1‘ leu clhar whether reachers are obligated Lo turn over dl}ug uge informa- |

) of Educctiou, responqed to an {nquiry on this question with these "1nfo
- ¢ )
and "unofﬂdal" remsrks. . T - S . .
Whetheér a teacher is "obligatea" ro bting information concerning
iilicic dtuge use to the "proper avthorities" presents a tore
difficult question. ,Probably mere knowledge of a student's possas- ' .
- » sign of 11licir drugs would not give rise to an “obligation" ro tell.

- ' the propet suthoritles, The prohlem here 13 that knowledge of & " -
RO felony and!or acts following knowledge of a felony. could, ar some Iy
- point, Eake an individual/ an accessory after the ag{ Clt-dm A

real and Ifve possibil&ty that cne could become dh atgniﬁaory affer
the facr when one has knowledge cf acts thar cousritute a falonfous | .
) crime, Unfortunately, 1 am unable “to give you some scientific, . T
el concrere formula of when acts and ‘knowledge or & combisarion of
. -thase constitute the crime of accessory after the fact, I werely?d .-
T 7 5 point_this out tc show That there may be siruscions when a reaéher’s.
fatlure to report knouledg-e received concerning a possession or use

. “of 11%11:1(: drugs could conasrirute the crime of accessory afrer the . B
i fact. : N . NN .- . . :
- Overy30 percent of educators believe the remqval_ of prayz_ from the gchool . b
- deprivéd educetors of a powerful deterrent ro drug use. Experts are skeprical
"I._,‘ . oof fﬁis view, however. éighty—fiv'; percent ind{cated disagreement (See i
S Graph 9). - - ] ' s
‘/ ) - * - ) ' : - * _
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en’.u 1 nmu hm “the rm: to know if I:Iu!r e 1dren
.. are_ssperimnting vith druge. The first raspon-
: -.mu:y “of the school, therefore, must be to °

_ shave any_leforsation-ft has sbout @ drug user . ' o
vith hie perents, _ T / . T
L .
- ]
.
. .
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Total Total Ro—
© Agres Dissgres Answer
. Rducators 63.9. _33.1 - 3.0
45,6 (W65}
33.3 Zxpicts 16.4 789 2.7
4 {R=114)
1 * -
] i ' - , )
11,7 .
ucstors Expatts
T LT . Agreen - Agree " Dissgret~ - Dissgtes N
S et »Sem;lr-.\- Somhu Sonl_tlul'- »Serongly . -
% e
2 = I R
: Guph € The.-studint who upcﬁmu uleh deu’o desarves | P
TR “halp, but & achool’s Elvec cespensibilicy mise be
LT ' to its student body snd it e chaTefore necessery
PR to sepsrete the user from chs other scudencs oc o »
T thee deug experisentation dons not spread through- ' -
- = out ‘the school, .
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T tovar 'rom -
a.m Mugrn Mmr_
Edutst .11.1 -65.5"
(w=531) - e
s et
Experte: 12.2 --85.9.
(“.’1}*)..': ’

‘Agres - Dissjree .-
Somhlat‘ \M‘t

RESPOMSES

anh v Wheo they took p@/n! oyt of I:he echoole they
1 deprived edugetore of a powarful weapon lulus.l:
dius use. /
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% 'The Pover df Punishment s : S .
Bduclton take » more puni.t:l.\re lpproach to drug users then do experts,
Chc 9 ti.ou i.llu-tratu t.hi.l poiat more sharply than any otlur. hlrly‘tuo- —_—
mm of tba educltou sutveyed i.mli.clud (] wnli.umn to Yat lent experi.u‘nt ' .
wtth l law that mlg suake the duth penalty undltory for anyone convicud N
- of ulling iy, illegal dmg to minors." Such s policy would lpply the death
pmlty tos wtde va.ri.ety of crimes. tt mld nacessitate the execution of . _
.. corner §mnr conv’icted of selling o si.x pack of besr to a Seventesn yesr -
“‘o1d dresied in his nation's unifors. Tt mld do the same for an eighteen - ‘

'3

yur old cmictld of exchanging » uﬂ.juml cigarecte for a friend's bi.olosy %

> notesy’ It 1a h:l.ghly unlikely that the educators relpondi.ug. to this quuti.on

Ei woild have wanted a mandstory desth pensley in such cases. It is probable .

*.“ that they waated '-lqch‘ hardh punishments sdminiatered to "drug pushers” vho

". - sell hard diugs, such as heroin, to school-sse'youngnters.‘ The fact that many
. [ . -

t
} *educuor- fail to see the i.-plication: of thia question ia aocme ssssure of
- Lo et -k £ Ak Bow A i

<. the, mtiml asture” of drug {ssuea (See cuph 10}, . . -

Another quuti.on déale with the pouibln sffecta of marijusna use. Sixty-

um pertont of educatnrl belia\re thet "uhen a1l the evidesce :I.q in, nar:l.juau
™ .

\wnl‘ prove to* be very dmgerous.“ Sixty-two percent of expertn teke the

.'“-r' S . ¥

opl_lo.i.te viev. There is no telling who ia correct on thia tqpic. but the

;'? i‘rg'l"hl sarve to illustrate that_oedqcltprl and experta approach tl;e ifesue from . .

‘néjy different perspectives (See Graph 11). . LT <.
Monm f th 'fithinthl £ {ohment § — -

i:h r sure of the tducltorl (] power of punie (] {'-“‘*-‘..

fmnd ‘in responses to. the ut-t-unt “reduction of pnalties fof Iar:l.juanl oo e
%‘vﬁl’"oﬁly encourage the youn; to try it.* Alwost tg—thtrd- of tlacl'lﬂ\:s -
- agros !dth this \a*mnt, while sbout two-thirds of experts disagres (See . }
7 Graph 12), o - ' - -
_-_‘-._ N P - \ . . EI_::;%—;H_ f

e . . e ———




[ty SIS "
Anothar example of the "get tough atcitude™ of educstors is fonﬁd in

.o

:bu.r teaponse to the stateum:. "payc\teuc ousic {a a frn adveﬂ:i.uuul:

for drug use and should sonehow ba uatﬂctad by law," Few educnou were- in -

agrnum: wich l:hia al:anum:. Tiuy differ fm-,experu, however, in their

\
- doatn of di.u;mllem: (Su Graph 13)% S
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wnh 10 1t vould be Wise to st least axpevisent with -
& law that would seks the death peuslty sanda- : 2

tory fof smyona convitted of eelling any mlu-

fal. druge to uivors. -
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":a\l:l:il:udn and Cue s:udie- o o . P
o Socid sciom:iu:l havc lons arped the question of uhel:hcr sttitudes hove

. Aany h-riug on behwior.l One drug expert hes told us, "1 don t cors whet the . ‘

i
t

tuchero in ay tr-ining uuicm- believe, 1 ouly care ulm: :hey do ™ linforl:u-
u:-ly. thie -spert asds no eff.oﬂ: to find cut whet hi- l:r-inus di4d in :heir p

N elauroou Ne\rertheleu, his general poin; is vaud. People \_b fiot ,glnyn

" w

i act ln accordauce \m:h profeued beuefs. ) . .

=

Iin conjunc:ion uil:h their, behavior. Long-l:ern obur\ruion pro;rm ore .

...ﬁ umuv& ajut time co‘gounlng. Ve were able. howvever, to simulete behavior ~

] murm of ution. Respondents were asked to choose !l‘ll action that bul: k_,,,

r

' ducru:ed what they uouxd 4o tn each sicuation. - R ﬂ

L}
| =

‘l’hil procldure dus not do avay \dl:h the objeceion tlut actil:udu do not

Mcelurﬂy reflect bthlvior. ll: only brings us ons atep c'loser to realicy,

r

thi'firsl: si:ua:iou presented to l:eachern and experes d1d not reveal sharp
e difflrtncn of opinion. EE e g

) g_a_g_g_n}_. Sally came to her teacher saying she lud 2 problen 1mrolving R

,'dr-u; use. !efore she could :-11 the teacher -bout this problen, .. ,
_ . houever. “sheé ulud l:hal: the teacher prolln nol: to revesl her B ." ST
secrets to- lnyone. 1f you Fsre..l:he :ucher would yous, . o e

('l;he fouowin; ll:oma:ive acl:ions were lluod on the queltimaire. S

“The percenumof educetors uqd experu ruponding to uch‘-‘-l:emi- ’ _-_Ef

o uve 1s -houn on-the folloping page.) _ SR
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: _- Pécent of Bducators Petcant of !xp‘ctt.- S

- Prefetting this Option Prefetring this Option =
Opt-i-uﬁ 1. - _'I'-ell -_Sllly thet you - v ’ o . - . ,
_coulde't make The promise. ’ € . R

. 7. 'hecéuse 'you could not "be aure . -

B )‘oucﬂldkupit. The vesult -, - . VR
ofithis stetement ix._that- Sslly - . N
* leaves_uithout: tall:ing abwt o . - LT
- hu'* probln. ozl . : 779 S : 19.3. - . °

:,Optioo 2. Make the ptoniu . o I A
“knowing-that £f druge wre " - . S L
“involved you. wi1I -feel you' ) - A
;m :to notify .the princial . b - cey o
#ad poaiibly-othet suthotiries,: - T
~You.sre-sure;-hovever, that . - ) . TR e

-the principal ‘will hot Tevesl : - o .ol
..~ thiit he. has-received ‘this - . .
lnfomtion Im ydu. - 14.6 . ) - .53 . 1.

ﬁOpttm 3 Ihke d\o pmiu . 2T
_and ‘tall-no one” sboiit. whet. ~ - -
- Sslly- has-tald you., cowul - . S
2. Sally aw best.you can o yout T ) - '
~.ovn with ‘the »im of some day~ ) - ;
_gétting Sally to volunteer to- - ’ N LT
- m ‘wotTe qulifud somalou. 56,2 g 68,4 X
b ] - ! - . - L IfR
- -Don t l:nw. m aavet, _ 1.2 o 70 - T

N T . . - - - -
}___ e, . - -
S Biff.nncu heu ste not letge. Educltou ats soleuhat sote, uilun; to S '-_-?-

11. to 8.11y and louuhlt llll willing to ulu the tclmubility of counulin;

]te _This nay not be an indicstion of educatot canounul. I?"u-ply upliu

thlt tbote is aou diu;teeunt in this case aa to lllut crmtu of ution in

':.:' mt muly to be helpful. ) ' o

P -

. cm 2: 'I'OI 1s ] quiat younrun without uny ftiendl. Althoul,h_ iu +

i hes besn 1n you:..r.hutm fot thtu montha yw do not kanow him uﬁl.

< He da u-ucny, s nest dresser but lately he has iet his hetr gt 1ong. Py

- j__..___.__h.,_.,_ imnd—hiiulf 1n neat but rmutche]en hippy-lool:ing clothco snd

LA . - - . ' .
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.If ywmrc Tom's lwutm tuclm:. would you: L
. oo .

h [__-1jm,z‘2.- S &

. Percent of Mucators.  Percent of Explrte e
Prcferti.nl thie gum JIxefstring this Optiom - - >

Optige 1. Dlesess hie Eisiest - .

-omtmuthhwmmm_' . B v oL em
Af-he 1o experinenging with, . - - : ; .
drage . U T T 109 W R
Optiow 2. Ask 8 student—you ’ e N : - ]
- can trust to find out if Tom ) ) e - ST e
18 usiag droghy o - - : 22 A 0.0 - e
on -7 Ly IR e
-'_-Opt:lon = W hyort Ton . - . Toel s g
- behatdot to the adwinisttstion, - N S
= suggesting tbitbeuybea - . .ot IR
-drug. uutc R ’ - 18,9 L3S T
TR R ' GEe e o s
o Opt:lou 2 Do potlun; bat kecp oo . T B
" " an eye_on” Tow End work’ to - S ' e S
Im:lld & relatichshis with him : . . Yo
[ ) tlut you may be in & posi- o . - S
- tion to help hm in the future ) . . -
) ':lf-ht mdr i.t. oo - 65.3 : " 88.6 oo
Don'l; lmow. no‘.auu_er. ) 2.8 ' - N2 T
. . o e

l'hc njotity 6t educatots aml amtt- agree tlut this utuuon dmnda -

chful vaiting. Yet, over 30 percent. o! educatou hold

yorclnt mld confront Tom end ask if ha wary nlinz
) )
dtuu -dnpi.ta tlu sct that l:hey do not know ht- \nn. 1t ie lnterutin;

'tlnt tluj think such’ s tacttc would get tha i.nfomti.cn they mt. but 1t ;
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- wTABLE 3 __ P ._:;_ ¥ o
. ) L. ] - . .. . .c_“‘ - IS
T Parcent of Educetors Pevcent ofExpares
T Prefetving this Gption Prefsrring thie Option -
(N - . . - -
" Option 1, The student should . . o e
" ba suspanded from schaol and . ' : -
tursed ovar to the suthorities ' ‘ 5
_for rehsbilicstion:  The stu- . - y
. dent-should mot return to . . . B
. - school until dtu.uu e die- - - . [ LY
- tontinutd. o . 3l.g -3,% ST o
- Option 2. The itudmt is —_— - oo 0. 0T .
_ . #llowed: to remain {n school ' - . < T R
- but is sssigned to school ’ o - e :
" - 'guidance persomnel treined to s T et T
_work with drug. users. . . 233 o, 336 - e T
oL —_— ’ ) w b i -
oo c‘ption 3. The ltudtnt is | ) . .
h’ - -h.ndlcd by adsiniscrecors ‘who . . '! R
- - know the sesning *and hpot- . o -
i tonce of d:l.i?lplinh S ¥ : {049 -
ﬂptioa b The ltudtnt i o - AR -
"‘dult with by s team of - - L oo
... tescheta who relats well o - e -
V. studente and. a-froup of respon- - o o
" aible ttud"mu vho know adaes . ; .. T
. “thing eboit druge. This group: : § f .
© . of.taschers and students would < . SR T
" work. with doctots, counselots : 4 . a
. and.the sdeinietration. 24,7~ f s00 v 7 TR
- Option 5. Mone of the abové,- 10.1 L e T
:- Dén'iffnow, no ansver. - 28 I I ¥ TR
- IS - L. - . + | v . PO
. e t v
. . Hhm educators sre cont‘,tonttd vith a situation in which drusluu is ttttun,
ttthtt thas merely hypothetittl. they are mote likely than txptttl to m T T
punuhunt oe the best vay to desl uith the problen. Narijusne sﬁol:}.n. —"_-"/7
N
ttudtats ntuld be tumdtd from tthool if tbout tme-thitd of tlu tutveyed
Toe -‘g/
. cdutttotl had theit way. Anothtt seven petcent, of tdutttott mld liltt
) the cose Imnllcd by en lﬂninisl:tltt who knev the anning and (upottantt o o

af dilcipliuec Twice a5 wany experts ss educators would Cufn tlu ptobhn
] tmt to & team of_ teathetl, ttudtntt. dottots. counselors, and ttiuniattatott. X
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qunti.onnu.tc .

‘ o Case 4&:

you 1ike

Opti.on 1, -
e lupchdul'fton 4
- turnad ovet to asut
- rehabilitation,

--% should not teturn
Do owatdl hie or her:d
o duco-ummr

N

The student should )

chool and
vities for
studant
o achool
use ia -

_ Opl:ion 2. 'l'ht st
™ " be ‘suspandad from’

r-

W

. vahabilitation,

nt should
hool and

'_;; turned ovar_ to authorities for

student

vlul- Iua :lun.s par,cn:.of the _exparee would take lucll acl:i.ons

A petaon is known to be addicted "to heroin,

your achool to handle this aitustion?

TABLE 4

Petcent of educator;

“-raturn t0 achool
) mdi:im.

) Mioa 3

to remain in echool
_hé or she _té aking

'Opti.m ‘f

~

- Lo L3 l‘

mrl.

““should hoi be tl.l:;: to
14

'l'ht uudent should
Woaseigned ‘to a.dtug rehak- .-
'ilitetion program and ellowed

so long 2
progtess -

u :hn tclubtnt-uon progru.
llonc of the abmn.

) M’t knov, no anner.

-

Prefeveing thia gg___ti.on- .

of tln -educator;wuld takc 2 clurly puaitive apptoach (choices 1 and 3)

Si.-i.lar

: difﬁmcu wera *fomd in naponsea to tha laltaituation ptesented on our

How would ™

_Pevcent of Experce

. N *
9.8 10.5
I} . \’
’ 3.8 T 0.9
PR v . .
~ )
47.8- 78.8 @
63 ST IN
2.2 ‘18

Ihrs apin ve fi.nd sducatora more willing :Mn lxperts to aunpend dtus

o~

htlupa I:Bo sdst hmtic way of aho\d.na the difference batween thc u:ti.tudu

( of :uchcro and. meru in th}a arsa is to poi.m: out that neatly 40 petcant h

Praf erijog thie Option
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hemes remsin. ‘ruclurs spen to fear drug use and show gruoe’r

-
« -

Procticel Smgltim !or Drug Edneation '

M ftr as we hlve bm*lbll -towdcternine."no study o! dmg lducati&l hu

pdd cxely_llgg -ttention |:o the qqun.on o! uaclur utitudu. Hun :]u topic

1- du]:I: vil:'& st all it ie uluilly mencionsd in psesing. For exuple. one

.

publicll:ion af the Nltionll Ialtitul:e of Mtalﬁucall:h ststes: ST

= .eveluate their own competencies as_ drug educstors, ard decide
A © whether, becsuse of their personsl convictions, they wight do a

O T grester urvice to students by not seruming the yole of drug mentor.

=T, - &

s He belleva the 1um is nuch wore coiplicll:ed than thise. Bducll:ors ahmld
S clrtnnly hava o choice s to lhcl:her or not to plrticimte ln a-drug education
4 - r "

,-_‘:' prﬂrn. but it i» uuul:ial that teachers have eﬂough 1n£omtion lbmll:

r

BREIRS laklrl sust have 8 clear: concepl:ion of the rclc the school plane to play 1n

drug education. Every drug education program 13 based on a sct of- lttil:udes .

. own bcluh against the values thlt undergird the schuol‘s dmg aducatio\
F . e L3
_e!!ort. ’

B & Ilafortunatlly. uny programe leave their undcrlying values buried in

N luton pians and claseroom activities. We suggest that they be brought out

ke - - -

o

o, leantord J. Feinglees, "l'lou to Flen @ Drug Abdse Education Horl:ahop. -
- in Egmource Sook for Drug Abuse Education, 2nd edition, edited by

- Muriel Nellis (Rockville, Maryland: Naclonal Clesringhouse for Drug . -
S Abuse ‘Information, 1972), p. 93, ' ) 2

' .
vy -

.

_ . 839 - -

and valuel. 'nuu ahould be uge e:pli;i: 8o that teachers can Muure‘ thelr"

A valid avpect of in-service trlininx woulql sncoursge _te-chei-- to BT

a

l:heuulvu and t:hl propoud progru to make intelligent dccislcma. Decioion- ) .




= dtug l’ducation ptogtan. Al we uill e i.n the next lectirm. drug education

att,ltudel are clearly 1nt¢r\rwen with a"teachet s ideological petlpcctive.

L - .
in the opoﬁ\a'rﬂ_discqlued. We futthet euggest that school policies be in

= karmony with the cbjectives of a dtug education ptogtap. The activities of o

! tuchcﬁ and sdainisttatots will teach as ptofound a lesaon as any class dis- . L

o ';:uilion.f‘ For exsaple, it uilt.e‘s little sense to have a dtug education ptogtem

" "that aims to achieve a ftee exchange of ideas and a,sch&olw_pollcy that pun-

!lhu ltudentl fot openness.

IF; as fe often the " case. poiicy laketa assign teachets to dwclop a . ’
-drug education ptogtan, they should undetstand that teachet attitudes will

_affc-ct the kinda of ptogtams teachets are likely to ptoduce. The fact that

—lonme 1a a good social studies telclug and hae ptoduced good legson plans:

" in thia area does not necessatily mean that he ot she will ptoduce @ viable ; - :

il

‘.n- -

%u aduinhtt_atot will l:eep this in mind befote blindly assigning teachetl
L - - -,

2 to develop a drug education cutticulu, ‘ :

1

Once a pfbgtan ie adopted. teachera should have the oppottunity to eval- o *’

uate 1‘ta goals and essumptions before deciding Hhethet ot not they wish tJ S

take patt. Hhil‘e it is unlikely that any ptégtan uill appeal to all teacbers, T

T li-inpo‘ttant that disagteements be handled early, befote the progtar is

_'ﬁdcway:_ Diuétamnts are not likely to disappeat, but théy ate less likely
t'o btesk into heatcd/cmftmtatlon if all patties undetatand the policies and
o

. tesponafbilities that ace being dweloped.

It ie cleat that tlute 13 no one petfect rethad fot drug education. pre_l;t_a‘

_ .' -":diugttt on vhat policies and ptogrpl ate best. Yet, ic is alln claar that

thetc 1- s wuch gtutpr unanimity uong upetts tban ve find uong tucheta on I ‘

: theu 1lsuu. Schodl eystexs may or may not heed the advice of expltts. In

| any svent, thc cause’ of drus education uould be bettet setved 1f schools uade

e - i g gchee b e 3
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. a concerl:ed efforl: to neasure the outcemes of their prograns. L
L] E

. We have provided a checkli.sr. uhich assembles the attrfbutes the authoh

£ this rgpoﬂ: would lbok for i.n eval';ating a drug education program. e

] _.tuaeofor experlnenl:al:lon. ' .. ¢ _ T . o
3 DLII‘_ Eduul:i.on Checkllsl: . , PR | ; T
A gooc educ‘al:i.on program: - . - L _.:'_ _— ‘_
L . 1. Is f{ctual_and avoids scare tact.its. It provldas a ﬁge variel:y of
—

L]

2, Does not soft-pedal the dire tonsequencgs of dmg uge uhen :here is
¥

~- R < g

evidence to prove these consequences.z

g+ = N o

.

- . ) .

[ v

1John Langer, "Outline for an Eclectic Approach to School-baged Drug Abuse
. Prevention Programs,” in Bureau of Nardotics and Dangeyous Drugs, U. S. .-
Departwent of Justice, Cuidelines For .Drug Abuse Prevention' Education
(Huhi.ngl:on. D. G.: W 8§, Govermaem: Prml:ing Office, January 1972),
p- 80, -

Xerida R. lugsi.ns et al., Doing Drug Education: The Role of the School Teacher
(Hashington, P. C.: U. S. Government Printing OfFice, 1975). [T -20—22. ]
DHEW Puhlication No. (ADM) 75-232. :

David C. Lewis, “Towards Relevant Drug Educationi A Persohalized Approach,"
in Muriel Nellis et al., ed. Reagdur~e Boo for Drug Abuse Educatfon, Second
Edition, (Hsshingl:on. p. C.: U. S. §. Covernment Frinting Office, 1972}, p. 66.

" Robert G. Petersen, “"Effective Drug Abuse Erltu:m:i.tm"r Suggestions for Teachers,

‘in Ibid., p. 72, . .

Sanford J. Feinslass, "Hnu to Plsa a Drug Abusc Education Horkshop." in’ Ib!d.,
p. 92. . . 4

L _Ponald B. Louria, Ihe Drug Scene (New York: Bantam Books. 1970} ,- pw “’.760’ - =

230im H, Langer, "Educaticnal Approaches for Drug Abuse Prevenl:i.on "in Bureau
of Narcotics and Dangerous Drugs, U. S. vepartment of Justice, cuidelines
. For Drug Abuse Prevention Education (Washington, P, C.: U. §. Covernmbnt!
. -Printing. OFfice, January 1972), p. 8. ) LI

‘Robert C. Petersen, “EEfective Drug Abuse Education: Stlggesti.ons' for Teachers.'=

- in Muriel Hallis ecr al., ed. Rescurce 8ook For Drug Abuse Education, Second

Edicion, (Washingtopn, P. C.: U. S. Government Frinting Office, 1972), p. 72‘,{

LHS
.
~

: ardl L

have gnde,wored to make our recomendal:i.ons broad envugh to allw wide lati---

i.nformal:ion. shws uhe,re the evidence i.s clear and vheu ic: Is nol:. *

- : a .0
; . adm'ls:s ignorance \lhen ic exisl:s. and anwera_'ll quesl:i.ons bpenly.l B

-
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3. Adufce that the only thing standi.as betwgen a atuﬂem: and ﬂt;# use

J {s 2 ltudll'll: s ability to make ratlonal and narranl:ed choices. The .
ol a 5.
) progru, “therefore, Jeala with the process of choosing and discusses .

the v{.ri.ous letho:is a student can use in mald.ns cboi.ces;.l

13 *

.&. 15 inngral:ed into & school«wide sffort to allw students some oppor- Lo \_T.
f" ) -tmil:y to chc;m among various courses of acrion and to observe and
‘_’ a take responsil?i.li.l:yﬂfor the conseqguences of cheir hoices.2 g
- e i ’, . ._
s . N rv;_,.-.._,,__‘_\*Hm . }

l¥enia R. Hissi.n. et al., Doing Drug Education: The Role of the School 'l‘eache[
(Washingeon,' D. C.: U.”S. Government Printing Offi.ce. 1975}, pp. 10, 13, _
18. DHEW Pu!ﬂidpl:lon No. “(ADM} 75-232. :

David C. Lwi.s. "Towards Relevant Drug Education: A Perscnslized Approach,

- in-Muriel Nellis et al., ed. Resource Book For Drug Abuse Educarion,

Second Edition, (Washington, D. C.: U. S. Government Printing Office,

~1972), p. 64, ) .

. " Robert . Petersen, "Effective Drus Abuse Educarfion: SuSgesrlons for Teachers,"
e in-1bdd., p. 72, , L

-Bi11°C. Wallece, Educetion and rhe Drug Scene, (Li.nccln. Nebraska: Profes-
- 4. 7  slonal Educators Publications, 1974). p. 89.

;' ) Z)telnia‘k. Wiggins et al., Doi.ns Drus Educal:i.on: The Role of the School Teacher
(Weshington, D. C.: V. S. Goveinment Printing Office, 1975}, pp. 13, 17.

. nm Publication. No. {ADM} 75-232, .
Xenil k. Higgina, Beyond the Thres R's: Training Teachers a\fflcl:i.ve Education
(“uhi.ngl:on, p. C,: U. S. Govermm: P'd.m:i.ns Offi.ceg 1975} DHEH Publica-

"tion No. (ADM) 73-233.

Divi.rl c. Lwll. "Tmrds Relevant Drug_ Bducal:i.on. A Peraonllised Approach,”

= 7" 17 Huriel Wellis.et -sl., ed. Resource Book for Dr Abi!sc_lducaxion. Second”
-+ 7 Edicden, (Vuhlnsl:on. D. C.: U. 5. Government Printing Office, 1972), P. 1

e, [T <t
lu.charq Brotaan and Frederic Suffel:, “Preventive. Bducal:i.on. School Policy,

VT

", » ~ Procedurss end Presentetion,” 1bid., p. 68, A
" ,Bil1 C. Wellece, Educgtion and the Drug Scans, (Lincoln, Nebraska. Profée-
e - sione} Educetors Pubiications, 1974), pp. §8, 89. ° L.
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T 1:- continual modificstion.] I

6. a\llm for 1n’imt frol the cmunity.2

i

"7, 1s lntegraterl Into the regular clan work of a school and is not handicd

ay s lhort-tcn. excyraion From rcgular acgdenic clags imrk.3

1 P

" ixenis . Wiggins, Beyond the Thres R's: Trsining Teschers Affective Education

(lo. &Nl) 75=233. o

zlcnil t’ ﬂi;giul st sl,,’ Doin. Drn_:. Zducstiont The Rele of the School Teacher
{Washington, D, C.: U. S, Govcrn-ent Perinting Ol‘(lée, 1975), p. 19. ODHEW
hblicltion llo. (M?I) 75-232.. . .

. 3Johu 1. Llnl,lt, “Eduutiml Approuchss tor Drug ~buse Prevention," in Buresu
o of Narcutica\uul Dangerous Drugs, U. S. Departmant of Justice, Guidelines

s - Printing O[E_cl, January 1972). PPt 74 9
o, " John Langer, "outlins for sn Lclectic Approach to School-based Drug Abuse Pre-

- 4No suthor indicated, “Philosophles of Drug Education,” in Eurcau of ‘Narcotics
- end Dangerous Drugs, U. S. Departwent of Jusrice, Guidelines For Urug Abuse

Prevention Educetion "Washington, D. C.: U, S. Gwermnt Printing Offica,
. Tenuary 19723, p- 3. ’

" Reginald Swart, "High School Drug Use: A Survey with Iﬂplicatiol'll for Educa-
L._.a ———tions2-in-Muriel Neilis €t—al., ed. Re#ource Book For Drug Abuse ‘Fducetion,
N Second Rdition, {Washington, D. c.. U. S. Govermment Printing Office, 1972),
= . P 17. -

t .. David C, Lawie, "Towards hlwant Drug Education: A Personalized Approach,"
- in Muriel Nellis et al., éd. Resource Book for Drug Abuse Educetion, Second
< Edition, (Wsshington, D. G.: U. S, Govertment Printing Office, 1972), p. 64

Sanford J. !Qinglasl, "Howk to Plan @ Drug Abuse Education Workshop," in Ibid.;
P90 - . 3

e

S ;T Involvea ltudenta in the dwelopﬂmt of a drug education progun snd H )

' *.,,;L.,- .-

g, Idloﬂl for amali group diccussions snd an open exchange of ideas.” l.cc- '_

tur;s in an luditoriun full of students are often counter-productiul."'

{Washingtor, D. G.: U. S. Government Printing Office, 1975) DHEW Publ.icltipn__-

= . [Ior Diug Abuse Pravention Educstion (Wsshington, D. G.: U. S, Government L

veation Programs,” in Burssu of Narcotics snd Dangerous Drugs, U, S. Depart-
b sent of Justice, Guidelinss for Drug Abuse Prevention Education (Hullington,
T g, C.: U. S, Govetmm: Printing Office, January 1972), pe 20, .
. ‘Robert C. Petafssn, "Effective Drug Abuse Education: Suggeations For Teschers,™
2o - - fa Myriel Nellis et al., ed. Resource Book For Drug Abuse Education, Second

Editlon, (Vashington, D. G.: U. S. Covernment Printing OFfice, 1972), p. 72. -
R - - A . -
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9. Is teught by teachers who are well {nforméd and whose attitudes allew

10. 1a conpatible with school policies concerning drug use.?

B
B
N
¢
'

then to deal with (thoush not necessar{ly arcept) ideas divergent froo

thel: own. Such teachers should be eklned in c.ounselina techniques

as well a8 drus cducation issues. They should recefve special tralnltig
fmar s T A T. n » ,

in ‘these areas.l - . T -

1. ls taught by teachers who are aware of events in the youth culture and

..

A Tox: Provided by eic [

12, Is twught by teachers uiw are supported and respected by the rest of .

who are faniliar with the drig culture In che gocal co—mnity.

. &
the facuity. It is easy for drug education teachers to becowe alien-

ated from the rest of the staff. when this happens, it makes it dife-

Liohn 4. Langer, "Educational Approaches for Drug Abuse _Prevention,“ in Bureau .
of Narcotics ahd Dangerous Drugs, Y. S. Department of Justice, Guidelines

for Drug Abuz » Prevention Education (Hashington. b. ¢.: U. S. Government

Xenia R. Wiggins et al., Doing Drug Education: The Role of the School Teacher
(Wsshington, D. C.: Y. S. Government Printing C‘fice, 1925)+ pp. 13-19.

DHEW Publication N, (ADMy, 75-232. .

Robert C, Petersen. “Effective Drug Abuse Education: Sussestions for 'l‘eachers.’.‘
in Muriel 5iellls et al., ed. Resource ook for Drust Abuse Education, Second
Edition, (Weshington, D. C.: U, §. Government Printing. Office, 1972}, p. 72.

"

Rlchard 8rotman and Frederic Suffet. "Preventive Education: School Policy,
_Procedures and Presentation,’ .lbld.‘, p- 68. . .

Sanford J. Feinglass, "How to Plan a brug Abus¢ Educatfon HOrkshop," 1n Ibid..
©p. 93

- - - T

~ - . & .
2john Langer, “Outllne for ah Ecleétié Approach td School-based Drug Abuse Pre~
vention Programs.” {n Bureau of Narcotice and Dangerous Drugs, Y. S. Depart-
ment of Juatice, Guldeiines for Drug Abuse Preventjsn Education (Washington,
" D.C.: Y, S, Govemmant Printing Office, January 1972), p. 81,

»

Yenia R. Higgins et al.. Doing Drug Education: The Role of the School Teacher -
(Washingtoa, D. C.: Y. . Governmeat Printing Office, 1975}; pp. 22.” DHEM

Publication No. (ADM) 75-232.
9 T
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ficult fo convince students that the schooi 19 s;.lppol:l:i

s g'xpéd.uenl:al and has a systen tlﬁa'onitot the ptogt

the p-tosn'n’.} o

glvel them an oppol:l:unjl:y to f:;cely discuss- l:luil: l:eacl:ionl to. l:he

. ptostah.

-

. .
Sowe closute 18 ne eslal:y aftet such diuusliolu but oppol:-
tunitiicl fot futl:hel: dis;Aous should be .avaﬂable.3 L

Tbeu suldelines ate’ in kpeping with the attitudes held by,nost expétte -

- _li.nrveyed.

- ) fectute ptogtams.

¢y do not devalue punislmem: entitely but neithet do they
p

1 deug cases by aimply temoving wn offender ftoa l:he school.

"support handling
w . .

y find that these guidelmes chal!.ensq_ theit basic beliefl.

In any evenl:, it

.

Py

fraining Teachets Affective Education
?tinl:iug Office, 1975) p. 135. DHEW

- "

R. 'Jisgin;. z ond_the 'mue R's:
ghingtaon, 0. C.t U, S5, Government
Publication {fo. ADM) 7§-233.

Printing Office, 1975) pp. 36-17. mmr'

3Saufo|:d I, 'F'einglasl. "Wow to Pian a Drug Abuse Educatiom Hotkshop." in amu

. ¥ellis et ol.,,ed. Resource Book for Dtug Abuse Education, Second Edition,

) . (Ha.hinsl:cnf, D, ‘Cat I, 5, Government Printing Office, 19?2), PP. 91~104,
41 4~
45
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13, ‘a tesults dnd
}: I: aﬂjuebiu pracl:ices accol:dipgly. . o T
o : 14, -‘Il iatggtated with school policies regarding drug use amg ll:l.ldenl:l; ‘
R Suel: policles should emphasiz; the l:ehabilﬁ:s:icm of drng-dependenl:
students- rathet than theit punilhne"i::tc This d;&% not disalld\r pmmh- '
. . went, 3!: wetely places ic 1n ﬂle coutex{of ' qiouship. .-
1, ?l:qvides “n otientation mr.kshop fdl: all :eachc:l 1u the school and
- & -. -7 - -

need for ttuth in dmg eﬂucal:ion lnd discoul:age -

J They enphasiz?fe
R . the uae of scate tacficas They suppol:l: “open discussions and diuoul:age shple -

Training Teschees Affective Education

tepoves the problen from the school but nol: 'fl:ou t;bd student. i .

oyl e




2

'i.e hoped,l:hel: t.hele gutdelines will entourage drug educatlon-pmgrau to be ]

,_upllctt about :bei.r aims an*_experiaentel in their prat:tlces

arid co-pronius are made uhen they seem uarranl:edr The gutdelines’ st out
_here ere certainly broed enough to allou for suth cnmprmlees. The eduta-_-
-l:i.onel enterpl:lse ls sl:rensthened by tranl: discussions , of the Issues

: Conflic: i.s elsq lessened hy the fate thal: those educators .who- are fn--
etrmsest dlsasreelenl: with the atf‘itudes which tmdergird these Bufdelines
are also. ectordins to our researth. the ones uogl: uilllng to assign‘drug
: «Iucati.on efﬁo:ts to others. {That ls. to ol:her .e‘-chers. parents, polfce,

b rehebi.li.l:ation tllnlcs aad~ 50 on. } The fect that these teachers do-nol: have .

ST l:o deal ul.th drug users and are not asked to teath toncepl:'s with uhic}!‘:_t_hey '

- - 1

L diusree. often nsgn’s :hal: they are lml(l:ely te oppose exisl:i.n‘g drug edueeriorl
prograu. ll: is i.lpotl:enl:. Eovever. that. thelr vleus be heard and that they
'__'.’ ,' not ba fbrced to tal:e part in a progran l:hey cannot agree with,
: -e It 'ts' unl!lt.ely that a teacher can suttessfully adnlnister a program
hseed on valyes thar conflice wity h:.s own. The most fgteresting’ aépect
T oof this s:udy tomes into play on this fssue, 1t was Enund thal: the
attltudes of geathers regarding drug use, school policiey and drug educa-
.Jii tl&n are -not free-floal:i.ns i.deas They are tightly connected to a
tm:el‘latiou 3t heli&fs which are essen:ially fdeologital, We will - )
_-distuss :}.eu fi.ndlngs in cthe, next Section. The point fmporeant for policy~ -°
<4 ukert to undersund iz thae suth Idees are not eagfly t"hanged. Therefore.

t. 13 a nlstal:e to usune thet a teacher 4 fdeas sboyr drugs are llke'ly to

:C chenu in the course of a 1n-serv1ce unrl:shop. deeologlcel heliefs “Tun deeply -

VAFullText Provided by ERIC il
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iato m indi\d.tiull'l character ntrmtuu ond sre not esaily redirectul. 'l'hc_

£

:ldoologicnl n-tun of teacKer epinion in t‘lsh utter nay cbange uhen ui.lm:c

# . providu . ﬁu ‘m.mdlti.on of focts on uhi.ch to build & drug educ-tion progru.

w

‘l‘hen i- ] mh fouudati.on today and it is unnkely that it vin be uecud

i.n ;bc mr futurc._ ~ . L . _' _' _', _'j'-_'--

ldeolm ts a ayl;u of bcnefl about tha _nature of thc -ochl aud phyucql

stivln ‘l'o-ki.ns {(a philolopber tumed pmhologint) has aunul i.deolosy-

= i.deolo;iu_cau huud i.udivi.duaza to "the facn ' elive in a utultion. Hoveun

- o

i.dcdiogy bn iu s:rongut and mt peni.sunt influence in thou auu uluu -
|

lu nbiguous. 1In luch caseg i.deology servea to ordcr uhst ﬂou’ld

i 9 -

otwviu be cluot:(c, coﬂtradictory or confusing. lt filla. tlll votd of uucnm

tlu iactl

" tainty lad otdltl the: ¢nv£romnt i.n waye uhi.ch are cmaistent ui:b an i.ndi.- - _- :

vidual" vlluu lnd beli.cfl about the world. " . AT ) S,
_ C o S
o Idlolos&' 1e most 11k¢1¥ to come 1nro play vhen (a) an issue is seen as . T

vi.nlly i.uportant, (h) uhere thers are contrasring oplni.ons as to whnr is - . .

3 ‘5 and!or sllould be bappening and (c) uhere ir is difficult to scientifically .
. prou one i.dca or Inte-:pruatlun of a situation superi.or ko anothcr. Bducl-

e

_'ti.onal i.uuu often weer each of rhese crireria and, tlurefore. are frcquently ST

-

. . P
- .- - -‘ STl

dult ld.tll idaologically.

H idcolosy is a pouerful force 4in ¢ducati.on ln general. it 13 an even@
LT NEEAED

" more pntenr force in dcus educetion.‘ Here teachers dirsctly confronr life

. and deati issues, Drug Education mfolves the physical and mental uell-being Lo

L . - * e
.- -
r

[ - - b
- . -

s— )
‘ Evan Tomkine. "Lefr and Right: A Basic Dimenrion of Ideo‘.ogy aacr Personality"

in Robért iﬂlitc. ed,, The Studz of Lives (¥ew York: Acherton Press, 1963), -
- P ”90 ‘“n - o : -

e
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) muty. Tluu martunuu sre ulpoundad by the desteh of sourl iufomtm

on nhi.ch to bui.ld nmd drug eduuti.on prosrau- For thess reum "““-‘8 aduc.- ‘ :

s

ti.on ﬁu hcou an fdeologicu i.unm Any new ;nfomti.on nhlch may cose i.nto

= / - -

the dm ldug,tion field will be mat by dup,]y felt ideological uluptiom

uons-cduclton. _ﬂy‘ S ,fg ) e o -

o

'.‘l'lte drus educstion qnestionnaiu prénentld to teacheu cr.mtai.ued two nu- .

- sy - of ﬁeolegy. 'rhe nut mrely ulv.ed. "Do you cmide:lyonrulf cormr-

A
'vathrt, couwlut liberal, or liberal?" Responses t ¢+ this questicn sre pre-

T,

unted i.g' ‘rable 5. Also presented i.n Table 5-are ‘usults from an identiul -

1 D
quuti.on uhd of teacbers i.rl a Nati.onal Educational Suociation sumy cou- -
- ot & - l‘- . - -

*ducted tn 1971,1. - | : -
. - . . ' ;

o T, - !l - .:_ _ ‘_- ‘- .:-
. . _ TABLES . / T

Florida Educators  NEA National Study

o e - . ) . S
‘Consarvative - . L7 18,7 I 16.9 ) ” .
L SRREIPR 1>} S b o RS
x . + * - K -
;-\Sﬁuuﬂut Conservative et s I 4.6 - . - . © T ak
R (252). : « , e
Souulul: Li.heul - 32.0 - ' 27.8 . R LT
Lo . - {208) -5 - P
- Li.bcral - 11.5 : 11.7° _ ' -
L . (78) - S :
; AIl._b;_ber, no anaver R N - o . A
S - a8y - L e -
“: Totsl, ° - fon.o 400.0 o
LT : 651) T v
'S ! » - -

7 nasesrch Division - Neticnsl Education Associstion, Status of the Ameriuan
- . Teachat. (Washington, D. c\:': Netienal Educstion Associacion), p. 158.




qmstiou were croued uith

M ruponsn to the ulf.-uwrt 1deologlg i

ucb of the 13 dms education quutions revi in this study, significant

e

o coruhtiona vere dinovered. In- :11 but ¢  cases the .currelatious vere

lignificant beyoud_ the 0000 levei. “The nio lxcgptimls showed correlations

beyond the .01 level of sig;ﬂi‘.fiu:am:e.l , S C
~ L
A second measyre of 1deology uas ncluded in the queoticmmire. fnm

couaisti&‘ of 16 quutions borrowed rou a batury of 1tem developed by Silvan.

- e * T ,_-
'l‘olkiuu 'l'llese 2 !ealuru lecﬂed to tap ‘slightly different. dinenlimu of L

tucher 1deolosy. but we need ngt explore these diffezencea here. Suffiu
. - -
1t to ny that corre!gtioul b, tunn tha two measures (tl’at dcvcloped by Silvan

_'l‘o-kina ‘and ulf-rcport)’ e lig.ﬂlficant beymld the: .0000 level. . °

Uhilc these corula;‘ons are suggutive. we uillud to press the Luu

.

furtlur-.,_ - . - - - - )

ile ukcd the qu tion. "De educetors hold cmsisuntly conunrative or,

. - Rt

liberal 1d¢al scrose a number of cducational .luuu or, dou 1deolosy“1ffccl;,

-

- some educational fnlicfn and not othersf To ansver thig quution we 1nveat1— . -"‘F

gatqd,n mmbar of igaves outside)of drug education. Qucstimls not dealing or

 directly wit di-ug education were srouped'undcr 3 headings.: -
HE - L - o

. Proper aole of ?‘eachers and Mmlnistratm -~

2. - School Rules and School Problems - - o

'3, Campus Unrest ‘-,'r
anp N < gy ;1"__‘:’ »

- gy i
. . - - Yo

lTlu first exception wae on tlu question, "By the time a child begins to use
paychedelic druge he 1s probably so psychologically disturbed that the schoot‘, T

i

= . can do very little to straighten hia out,” Cotrelations with Ideological
Self Report wvere bayond the .0010 level. The second exception was found -
on the quution, "One reseon why children use drugs is that druge are plea- e
sureble.” Correlations with 1declogy on this question were beyond the L0095
level, L

T L 3

)
&
‘¥




oL T e T

o M AR
- nm; cdugniou questions wete g:oupcd undct 3 headings s valy, x " - - L, +f
- B Ruaonc for Dmg Use s . T ) ‘/—
5 *Pc!icies and l’tu_clcipticns ” r } ' b - -
. 6. ‘l'he Povet of Pygishment L. e
‘ ‘To cinify Qutr analysis we ditected out attention to those educstors who ) “
. were id;ntified as’ consistently libetal aud ;o;:istcntly ccnumniu. _l-'e'.
deaft ldtl'l 140 cducators u'ho identifigd themclves &% libenl on, the Self . ' _::_‘
e lcgor_t_wcs;im_ and wete found .o be liberal of the Siivdn Tomking scale. _ - : £

. thc Self chon -and the Touwking scale. o T T

By foculiug on pute liberai and conservarive catcgoties, differences

+ .

in anitudes rovard cducaticn vare dtamatized. It was assumed that iib?ral-
a educaton would takc a mote "child-ccntcted" position on educational 1ssues -—

L and that consewatiumw to be nore Trule otiented "o -

"

Scores on the items vere avetaSed wirhin categctj.# It vas anticipated .- .

- thet- the tésponses ftnu the categotics would gtedict wherher a teacnet ves & . -

- politicai ccnsewatlve or a 1iben1. A step wise dlscriminant funcrion analyfsie.

wu conducted in which the cate'oty ScoTes were the independent variables and

N :-political,ideology m the dencndcnt vatl_able. ) . . I - _-"’____". {_‘
: lelults T o - i ‘ o o :v"-
: ot . : ‘l‘hc tesules of the analysis serongly suppotted the ccntenticm,_that T +
; ] tti:uden tawatd drug educat!on specifically, sn*school tules in general, - E
J_f wera tclntcd to policical idecloly. !n othetr wctds, teachets uith‘the Same M -

- idcolcgy “teuded ie tespond 1a s ‘simiiar way on lrema uithin each cate'ory. T

h LA

Bi;hty-six petcent of the iibctals and_ scvcnty-nine petcent of the congerva-

tivcs vere ;otuctly classified by the analysis of theit resplonscs o thc

cix categoties., - -

. . - . - . . .
PN Lo / . L=
P | 4 _ . R - . ™ . -

R S

e . - M " - . - .-
R . . . - o, I R
o ¥ - . -
3 ) - v . - . -
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% 3 - 9.
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e S T e 48 . -
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. I
) role of teachers were of secondary l.eporranlce in differenri.arlng ll.berel and

ALY six cagegori.es ﬂg!e a starlsricelf.y significant concriburion to the

malysis usl.l:ts Wilks u‘bde as“the crlrerlqn u\d 8 signifitance 1eve1 of
. ' o

P .01. The 3reeresl: dllferences bememliberals and consetrvatives wvere
L l._"‘;“_ bl

‘due o arrtrudu tmrdsvp;!nismnt for q:qg offenses. leerala indicated

\ - 30K relucrance ro repoﬂ: drug offeniders t(’l ‘the law. :

‘Arrirudes tauard college untest gnd differences in the pe:ceprl.cm of rﬁe

connnncl.ve teachers. (:oneervarl.ve teachers reported that collese unrest was -

I -
, o} a 1egi.rhal:e concer;g__over soclal "l.ssues. Li.beral reachera tended to bell.eve B

thet pereonal cheracterl.sl:l.cs of the reachers vare the basls far student respect

the mrk of trouble nakers while liberals belleved college uﬂrest was the resulr -

-

--I--g__:

while con_senml:ive teachers srared rhat aurcmatic respecr sheuld cone with.-the

}:eacher role.__. o R . 3 ) - T

The renaining three caregories did ﬁie l.ndependenl: conrrl.bul:ions to the . -

explanel:l.ou of the dl.fferences in ertil:udes between teachers. 'I.'eachers dlffered .

s o

over the effectivenesa pf drug educarion’ ptograu* llberala helievea t]ut th‘e

prosrm were of value in reducl.ns drug use .~ Differences l.n attitudes muard -
o .

the danger of drug use and the suppott of school rules vere emller thau t‘ound

_l.n orther daresorlea. o

" - .

The orlenterlon of liberal teachers as Mehild centergd" and coneewarl.ve

,teechersas"rule orlented” was subsrenti.el:ed by the analysls. 'reachers reeponded )

T to questlonnalre ftens i.n predicrable uays. The, i.mpllcal:ion of these findings

Il -

- is ther ‘teachers ul.l.l teacr to g.ducal:i;on prosraus l.n seneral,. and drug educatl.on

’ programs In particular, vesy d.l.fferenl':'l,y depending upon their 1denioglaal

- - . P - v
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